This document is made available in accordance with publisher policies. Please cite only the published version using the reference above. Cibber, Jenny Cibber and Susannah Cibber explain the significance of the play's return to the repertory, uncover the history of rival interpretations of Juliet's character, and make sense of the careers and reputations of the theatrical Cibbers. The "Cibberian" airs of all three Cibbers were markedly different, as were their interpretations of Shakespeare's star-crossed lovers.
brazen career resignified his father's practice, bringing both into disrepute. Conversely, Susannah, whose career was initially boosted by her strategic alliance, continued to profit from her Cibberian identity even after she separated from her husband. Susannah was the celebrated Mrs Cibber. She had the cachet of Cibberian celebrity; Theo had all the infamy and none of the celebrated talent. This public battle left little space for young Jenny Cibber, Theo's eldest daughter by his first wife. Claimed by her father in periods of economic or reputational crisis, Jenny was unable to escape her father's orbit to forge an independent identity or career. Regardless of her individual merits, Jenny Cibber could not make a name for herself, for she was always perceived as her father's daughter and her attempts to extend the Cibber dynasty to a third generation failed. The very different careers and reputations enjoyed by Theo, Susannah and Jenny demonstrate both the power and the mutability of names.
Romeo and Juliet is the perfect text for this exploration, not only for its thematic aptness, but also for the role the play played in presenting and redefining the younger Cibbers to the public after Theo and Susannah's marriage ended in 1739 with the public scandal of a trial for criminal conversation. Theo brought the suit against his wife's lover (of his procuring) when her pregnancy threated to remove her from the stage, but he miscalculated this manoeuvre: rather than shaming his wife as a fallen woman, the trial exposed Theo as a pimp and bully and presented his wife as the victim of male greed and cruelty. This public scandal resignified not just the Cibbers but also the stage characters they embodied: each role they performed in the 1740s was coloured with the public memory of the scandal, and Shakespeare was central to both actors' celebrity personae. Susannah
Cibber chose Desdemona -the ultimate wronged wife -for her return to the London stage in 1742. Theo Cibber chose Romeo & Juliet as the vehicle with which to reboot his career in 1744, alongside that of his fourteen-year old daughter, Jenny. Jenny Cibber's naïve teenaged Juliet effectively softened the Cibber brand by infusing her father's reputation with some of her own innocence and simplicity. Her performance also created a daughterly Juliet, whose father's interest, even interference, in her marriage blurs paternal and sexual interest, an interpretation compounded by Theo's decision to play Romeo to his daughter's Juliet, to be father and lover simultaneously.
However, while moderately successful in 1744, these performances have been obscured by the Romeo and Juliet that followed. David Garrick chose the play as a star vehicle for Susannah Cibber and for his own restoration of Shakespeare from the taint of Cibberian adaptation, following the successes of his performance as Richard III (1742) Juliet from the naïve daughter of Jenny's interpretation into another in her line of doomed and tragic wives, into another fair penitent. Jenny's Juliet is the blooming youth whose marriage is expected to unite the nation -Elizabeth of York turned tragic -whereas in Susannah's hands, Juliet is always already doomed; there is no hope in her love. Jenny's Juliet is a performance of her youth, but also of her status as her father's pawn. Susannah's performance of Juliet is a public expiation for the actress's off-stage "rash passion" of her marriage and adultery; by staging her penitence she is able to evoke pity for her situation and therefore retain both her name and her reputation. Finally, Theo's attempt to reposition himself as a leading man discoloured not only his Romeo, but also his work as a Shakespearean adaptor and theatrical manager. Theo was a low comic actor, not a tragic hero. His signature role was 2 Henry IV's Ancient Pistol, the swaggering coward. Empty boasting and moral vacuity defined Theo and bled into all the roles he attempted. Theo's Romeo was hard to take seriously, especially after Garrick's production offered an alternative. This then, is a story of rival Romeos and their Juliets. By re-centring the 1744 production of Romeo and Juliet in its performance history, I hope to explain the significance of the play's return to the repertory, uncover the history of rival interpretations of Juliet's character, and demonstrate the centrality of Shakespeare to the careers and reputations of the theatrical Cibbers.
I.
Romeo (Burling 80, 79) . In comparison, Drury Lane held at least 1500 in the 1740s, and had multiple levels of boxes and gallery.
to appear on playbills, thanks to her famous name, but the theatrical fraternity had closed ranks against her father. Susannah's return to the stage demanded a show of solidarity, and the actors and managers preferred the tragic wife to the amoral husband. Undaunted, Theo removed his daughter from Covent Garden and opened his own season at the Haymarket, gambling on the public's need for amusement and hoping that his name could still draw a house. He was not wrong. The season attracted a lot of attention, both from paying audiences and from the authorities. He did not (contrary to his initial assertion) have a license to perform, and so adopted some of the more popular Licensing Act evasion strategies, including a concert formula and the reclassification of his theatre as an "academy" at which plays might happen to be "rehearsed". Theo's main draw in 1744 was a newly-revised Romeo and Juliet, the first Shakespearean production since Otway's radical adaptation Caius Marius (1680). The advertisements for the production promised both novelty and repertory, assuring potential audiences that the play was both "not acted these 100 years" and "written by Shakespear" (fig 1) . Familiarity and novelty also featured in the casting, which initially advertised only a single name: Cibber. "The part of Romeo by Mr Cibber; the part of Juliet to be perform'd by
Miss Cibber" trumpeted the daily advertisements. Just as he had with his first and second wives, and to some extent his sister Charlotte, Theo was advancing the career of a female
Cibber by producing a star vehicle that conveniently also had a significant role for himself.
Romeo and Juliet was a canny choice for this project: although frequently printed, the play
had not yet been restored to the stage. Theo's adaptation blended some of the elements (and speeches) that had made Otway's Caius Marius successful with the "restoration" of Shakespeare's language and characters, creating novelty through the reformulation of Caius Marius (V.407-11) but his innovation is in the stage business and direction. Theo's tomb scene is the first to focus on Juliet rather than the male characters. Whereas Otway's Lavinia spars with her father before stabbing herself, Cibber's Old Capulet does not enter until after his daughter's death: Juliet is never upstaged. Like all successful eighteenthcentury Shakespearean adaptations, the greatest liberties have been taken with the heroine's role, highlighting the lead actress's artistry and encouraging audiences to feel with and for her. Juliet's tomb scene makes her the emotional fulcrum of the play: she commands the stage from her bier.
Theo's marketing of his Romeo and Juliet also encouraged audiences to see his daughter as the cynosure of both play and theatre. Theo was an expert in promoting public intimacy, in using novelty casting to exploit the slippage between an actress and her role: he had done it with both of his wives. Theo had his first wife, Jane, perform the title character in Charles Johnson's Caelia, a she-tragedy about an unmarried mother-to-be, when she was eight months pregnant. A lead role was unusual for Jane, who was outshone in Drury Lane by nearly every other actress, including Mrs Pritchard, Miss Raftor (Kitty Clive), Mrs Mills and Miss Holliday. 3 The visual realism created by of casting a heavily-pregnant woman in the role of a ruined girl seems to have been the only reason for giving Jane the part, and audiences were repeatedly encouraged to see Jane Cibber in the unfortunate Caelia. Theo's prologue encourages audiences to "Behold her sink beneath a Lover's Scorn, / And violated Truth and Beauty mourn" (ll. 9-10, emphasis in original) and Johnson's "advertisement to the reader" apologises for the indecency of dramatizing the labours of a midwife/bawd, but notes approvingly that "I had the Pleasure, however, to hear the serious Scenes applauded, and to see some of those very Spectators, who were offended at the lower Characters, join with Caelia in her Tears" (1). Jane Cibber's physical performance of the mortification of abandoned love was deeply moving: those who saw, felt. However, this was to be Jane's last appearance in public: she collapsed on stage and the next performance of Caelia was dismissed. Jane was confined for the rest of her pregnancy and died of puerperal fever shortly after giving birth.
Three years later, Theo joined forces with Aaron Hill and used a similar strategy when promoting his second wife's stage debut in Zara. The play was trailed for nearly two weeks before its premiere with claims for novelty: it was a "New Tragedy" that was "newdress'd" and offered a new performer in Mrs Cibber, this "being her first Attempt of that kind" (London Daily Post, Issue 365). These claims for novelty were balanced with acknowledgements that the new tragedy was only a translation of Voltaire's popular Zaire and contained a raft of intertextual references to Shakespeare. 4 The claims for novelty are further softened by an appeal to nature, particularly the "natural" acting of Susannah
Cibber. This line of publicity was designed to convince theatre-goers that Susannah, like the character she played, owed her success to nature, not art: this is a trope that also runs through the play. Osmyn, unable to penetrate the mystery of Zara's behaviour, spends several scenes debating whether her behaviour is "simple nature" or darker "art." He finally decides that: "Art was not made For Zara; ---Art, however innocent, looks like Deceiving" (IV.157-8). The implication in the packaging of Susannah-as-Zara assures audiences that neither Zara nor Susannah deceive: their performances are always true, always natural.
Theo's prologue for Zara continues this theme, devoting the last twenty-five lines to "the Jenny, like Juliet, was an ingénue: "She the fair Bud-and you the rip'ning Sun" (l.26). But she was a "bud" with a pedigree, a rose with a well-established name. Theo carefully reconfigures the Cibber family tree to put Jenny in closest proximity to Colley Cibber, the doubly-famous grandsire, and concludes by figuring her as a second Jane Cibber. However, Theo's attempts to invoke Jane Cibber, his first wife, as a ghostly precursor to Jenny serves only to remind audiences of the current Mrs Cibber, the actress whose performances were said to be inspired by "Nature's Self" and were still "fresh and fair" (ll. 35, 33). Jane's first leading role was also her last, and in the decade since Jane's death, the second Mrs Cibber had completely eclipsed her predecessor.
Despite this accidental conjuring of his estranged wife, Theo's marketing was largely effective. The play was successful with at least twelve performances over the course of a three-month season, and the run was stopped by the Lord Chamberlain's enforcing of the Licencing Act (1737) rather than audience ennui. Every performance was advertised, and done so to highlight the Cibber name, which was repeated in small caps twice on each small doing much more than restoring Shakespeare to himself, and the story to the Novel from which it was originally borrowed, he has rendered the whole more uniform, and worked up the catastrophe to a greater degree of distress than it held in the original; as in Juliet's awaking before Romeo's death, and the transports of the latter, on seeing her revive, over-coming even the very remembrance of the very late act of desperation he had committed, give scope for that sudden transition from rapture to despair, which make the recollection, that he must die, infinitely more affecting, and the distress of Juliet, as well as his own, much deeper than it is possible to be in Shakespeare's play, where she does not awake till after the poison has taken its full effect in the death of Romeo. There is one alteration, however, in this piece, which I must confess, does not appear to me altogether so necessary, viz. the introducing Romeo from the beginning as in love with Juliet, whereas Shakespeare seems to have intended, by making him at first enamoured with another (Rosalind), to point out his misfortunes in the consequence of one passion, as a piece of poetical justice for his inconstancy and falsehood in regard to a prior attachment, as Juliet's in some measure are for her breach of filial obedience, and her rashness in the indulgence of a passion, so opposite to the natural interests and connections of her family.
(317-319)
Cibber's adaption is summed up and rejected in a single sentence: "very considerable alterations and additions were made in this edition; but these agree so ill with the remainder written by Shakespeare, that it is impossible to read them with any degree of satisfaction" (317). This absolute dismissal means it is easy to overlook the most important information in Baker's summary: "first revived at the Theatre in the Hay-Market; afterwards acted at Drury-Lane" (318, emphasis mine). This "afterwards" is Garrick's 1748 production.
The Drury Lane revival was Theo's adaptation, which is why Garrick was forced to advertise it not as new but as "Never acted there … The Characters New Dress'd". Cibber's Romeo was the inspiration for Garrick's -Garrick uncharacteristically makes no claims to novelty beyond costume. Covent Garden performance text, although a pirated 1754 edition claims to represent the play "as it is acted at Covent Garden and Drury Lane," muddying the performance history still further. And of course, we know that printed playtexts, even those marketed as authentic representations of the play "as acted at…" differed wildly from performance texts.
The printed play excluded stage business and included longer speeches and even whole scenes cut for effective playing. Despite these caveats, the evidence we do have is still telling.
Regardless of when the textual changes seen in the 1750 copy-text were introduced to the performance text, Garrick's adaptation is based on Cibber's. Garrick's 1750 Romeo and Juliet does not follow Cibber's word-for-word or even scene-for-scene, but nor is it a wholesale rejection of Cibberisms. In his examen, Baker focuses on two of Garrick's "innovations," one of which he applauds (having Juliet awake in time to watch Romeo die) and one he gently deprecates (having Romeo in love with Juliet from the start). Despite the fact that both innovations are found in Cibber's adaption, it is Garrick's changes that have "rendered the whole more uniform" (318) while Cibber's "agree so ill with the remainder written by Shakespeare, that it is impossible to read them with any degree of satisfaction"
(317). Garrick is given credit for improving Shakespeare for the eighteenth-century stage, and Cibber blasted for defacing it. Garrick's name -his brand -protects his legacy and colours the reception of his adaptation. Theo Cibber's name also colours the reception of his work: authorial reputation is the sole barometer of perceived success. Theo Cibber's adaptation is assumed to be bad because Theo was bad. If Aaron Hill is to be believed, Theo
Cibber's reputation was coloured by his performance of low comedians and empty boasters even before the public relations disaster of the Cibber-Sloper trials. Hill concludes his preface to Zara by asserting that "Mr. Cibber … is an Actor, of as unlimited a Compass of Genius, as ever I saw on the Stage; and, is, barely, receiv'd, as he deserves, when the Town is most favourable" (n.pag). After 1740, the Town was decidedly unfavourable. Theo, caricatured as Ancient Pistol in the press, was always seen as a mutineer, never a manager.
Authorial reputation -branding -has determined the reception of both Theo Cibber and David Garrick. But Cibber's 1744 Romeo was dramaturgically sound. It played well and was good enough to appropriate. Theo failed where Garrick succeeded: in public relations. Theo was a decent comedian and a canny impresario, but his greed meant he was spectacularly bad at judging public opinion. His attempt to merge his stage and celebrity personae, a strategy that had worked so well for his wife, backfired because the roles he played were neither heroic nor sympathetic. Where Garrick was a celebrated actor and manager widely regarded as a promoter of public and theatrical decency, Theo was a comedian whose own father thought him unworthy of theatrical management and a personality best known for his attempts to promote and then profit from his wife's adultery. By not separating his personal voice from his authorial one, Theo ensured his adaptation would be "impossible to read with any degree of satisfaction" (Baker, 317) . Had he simply responded to the 1748
Drury Lane Romeo and Juliet by printing his adaptation without commentary, he would probably now be remembered as the first restorer of Romeo and Juliet, much as his father is admitted to have revived both Richard III and King John. 7 But Theo packaged his script with personal letters, observations and anecdote, trying to capitalise on his father's Apology with his own "Serio-Comic APOLOGY" and assorted theatrical memoirs. This attempt to capitalise on the Cibber brand and his father's fame undermined both. Whereas audiences were happy to watch Cibberian Shakespeare, readers were less able to separate the adaptation from the faux apology, the Shakespeare from the Cibber. Furthermore, Theo's mockautobiography was such a bad imitation of his father's voice that it called both Theo's Shakespearean adaptation and his father's Apology into question. The act of publication changed public perception of the performances, rewriting a stage success as something "impossible to read". Theo's serio-comic apology reminded the public how very little they liked him, something they had apparently been willing to overlook on Jenny's behalf.
III. Rival Juliets
Unfortunately for Jenny, her father's devaluing of the Cibber brand affected her reputation as well. Jenny is the only of Theo's children to have been trained for the stage, and she seems to have been fairly well received at the start of her career: she played a number of But in other quarters, her name was already against her. Garrick disapproved from the start, complaining in 1744 that "the girl, I believe, may have genius, but unless she changes her preceptor, she must be entirely ruined" (qtd. in Burnim, 128) . He did give Jenny a trial in 1750, but had her play Jane Shore's Alicia, a role her step-mother had added to her own repertoire in 1747 and continued to act to great acclaim. Garrick's performance of impartiality and fairness reads like an invitation to fail. Her return to the stage generated buzz and no doubt profit, but the pre-performance publicity seemed determine to manage association with "the old style" was the end of her career. Garrick argued that the "Manner of Speaking ye Laureat has taught her" disqualified her as an actress (Burnim, 59 ). The genealogy her father presented as her claim to theatrical legitimacy in the 1744 Prologue to
Romeo and Juliet was now the greatest bar to her success. Her inability to "change her preceptor" -here glossed as "The Laureat" but actually her father -coloured her reception, tainted her brand. Her "modesty" is under threat as long as her father is in charge of promoting her "merit." Strikingly, Garrick does not refer to any Cibber by name here or in any of his caustic dismissals of "the old style," allowing him to conflate the still-popular
Colley with the generally-despised Theo. The Cibber brand told against her.
Given the complaints about "the old style," it would be easy to dismiss Jenny's failure as an actress as an example of changing audience tastes and the speed with which With both patent theatres shut against him and public opinion squarely on Susannah's side, Theo was left with little choice but to attempt to exploit his daughter's innocence and talent. His ultimate failure in promoting his daughter as a surrogate for his wife thus says more about his irretrievably damaged reputation then it says about Jenny's skill. As we have seen, Jenny was a victim of her name and her dependent position. She had the makings of a good actress: she was beginning to get recognition even before the abortive 1744 season, when she received significant attention and extended her repertoire in both comedy and tragedy. As late as 1750 we see praise for her skill and further potential hedged only by concerns about the fate of her "modesty" in the hands of her "preceptors". Jenny ultimately failed as an actress because she was her father's daughter. But Susannah's success as Mrs Cibber can also be credited to her husband. Susannah married into a theatrical dynasty. Her recently-retired father-in-law used his leisure time to train the young singer for the dramatic stage, and Theo put his not-inconsiderable energies into promoting his wife's talents (and earnings). As Mrs Cibber, Susannah had professional opportunities and name recognition she lacked as Miss Arne. Within four years of her marriage and only two years into her stage career, she also had notoriety. The Cibber-Sloper trials may have exposed her as an adulteress, but the facts of the case told against her husband. By the time Mrs Cibber returned to the stage in 1742 hers was a household name, but it was the name of a woman who had been mistreated and who deserved pity and patronage. The scandal of her marriage allowed Mrs Cibber to act the wronged wife, to align her celebrity persona with the tragic heroines -Desdemona, Lady Brute, Isabella -she made her signature roles. Her Juliet followed this mould: Garrick's real innovation was to age Juliet from 14 to 18, transforming the girl so heavily promoted in 1744 into a woman.
Susannah was 34 when she first played Juliet. She was already marked by tragedy, already adept in asking forgiveness for crimes of passion, on stage and off. In Susannah's interpretation, Juliet was not an ingénue but another of her wronged, doomed wives. Julietas-Susannah was "infinitely more affecting" than Juliet without the off-stage pathos. it gives the opportunity of working the pathos to its tenderest pitch, and shows a very fine picture…" (148). Her pathos brings the "catastrophe to a greater degree of distress than it Calista, like Susannah, rejected her husband for her lover -Susannah's Juliet, ignoring
Paris's corpse and embracing Romeo's, follows suit.
Susannah played Juliet at least eighty-seven times, and every performance was an opportunity to remind audiences that she was a fair penitent, that she had abjured a Romeo, that she had suffered nobly for love. Mrs Cibber's affecting tragedy was her terrible marriage: she was, in propria persona, an object lesson about the necessary tragedy that follows "rashness in the indulgence of a passion" --and audiences loved her for it. Susannah turned penance into art. The poignancy of her nightly performances of suffering, madness and death moved audiences to forgiveness. They extended their sympathy from the characters she played to the actress herself. Thus, even though her personal reputation never entirely recovered from the shame of her marriage, in death Mrs Cibber was found worthy of public mourning and monumentalising. Theo Cibber was little mourned when his ship wrecked in the Irish Sea; Susannah Cibber was buried in Westminster Abbey. The contrasting fates of Susannah and Theo Cibber proves that to be Cibberian was both to be brazen, immoral and talentless and to be a national treasure. Susannah's public separation from Theo allowed her to retain the Cibber name and residual public affection for the dynasty, leaving Theo and his dependants with nothing.
In a final twist, Jenny Cibber may have failed as an actress, but she did leave a lasting legacy. On October 9, 1756, David Garrick mounted a new Romeo and Juliet with a new
Juliet. For this production, he copied Theo's strategy of familial casting to blur the distinction between actress and role. Hannah Maria Pritchard made her debut as Juliet under the watchful eye of her mother, Hannah Pritchard, who played Lady Capulet. John
Genest records that "Miss Pritchard's was a most remarkable first appearance-the Particularity of the public for her mother-Garrick's patronage and tuition, her own beautiful face, which was fascinating to a degree, had all great attraction. Mrs Pritchard, as Lady Capulet, leading in her daughter as Juliet, the distress of the young lady, the good wishes and tenderness of the town, all combined to make an affecting scene…" (Genest 474) . The "daughterly" Juliet, here again in the performance of an actual daughter, proved to be an affecting interpretation of the role. The prompter Richard Cross noted that Miss
Pritchard "Met with uncommon Applause" in the first act. (qtd. London Stage, 4.2: 557).
Though, as with Jenny's Juliet, the eighteenth-century audience was less invested in her tomb scene, preferring Mrs Cibber's wifely Juliet for the tragic dénouement. However, the wide-eyed innocence of the daughterly Juliet, the virginal naïf whose personal fulfilment is thwarted by the quarrels of the older generation, has a performance genealogy that extends well beyond the eighteenth century. Susannah Cibber's Juliet-as-tragic-wife may have been
